The Dublin Docklands Master Plan 1997 provided the policy fram ework for the regeneration of the dockJands area, an area which comprises 526 hectares, extending eastwards from Man Talbot Bridge. Under the 1997 Act, the Authority is required to review and update the Master Plan at least once every 5 years. The Master Plan is adopted by the Council of the Authority after a public display period of not less than I month.
Dublin Docklands Arca Master Plan Review 2003
The Dublin Docklands Area Master Plan Review 2003 , prepared by the Authority fo llowing public consultation, outlines a strategy for 'the sustainable social and economic regeneration of the Area, with improvements to the physical area being a vital ingredient ' (Dublin Docklands Development Authority, 2oo3a, 4). The Review represents an updating of the 1997 Master Plan and establishes the social and economic framework for the redevelopment of the area, identifying key strategic objectives and a range of policies.
Land use policies in the Review seek to achicve sustainable devclopment objectives with the Authority "pursuing a policy of mixed-usc development in the DOcklands Area which would achicve a sustainable environment integrating living, working and leisure". The aims of the Master Plan 1997 and the 2003 Review are ambitious; it is an overall objective that the population of the Area increase by 23,000 by 2013 and the number of residential units increase by 6,500 • 9,500. The Master Plan Review seeks to promote the development of an integrated public transport system and imposes strict limitations on car parking for new development. The provision of cycleways and pedestrian routes is promoted. The Review sets out design criteria for new development, seeking to achieve high quality buildings and urban spaces. At the same time, the Review seeks to conserve essential elements of the built environment which contribute to the character of the area.
SEA Methodology
The SEA was carried out in conjunction with the Master Plan Review. The Authority engaged the consultancy services of the author to assist with the carrying out of the SEA. The SEA was carried out with two members of the planning division of the Authority, the Technical Director and Senior Planner. The latter had the responsibility for project management of the review of the Master Plan. The review of the 1997 Master Plan was conducted over a 15 month period from July 2002 to September 2003 . The SEA exercise was carried out in tandem with the review. The baseline study carried out as part of the SEA fed into the preparation of the working papers and the content of Master Plan Review. The assessment of the objectives and selected policies allowed for a refocusing and refinement of the plan.
At the time of the commencement of the SEA exercise, little guidance was available for the carrying out of a SEA. Such guidance is available now from a number of sources (Depart· menl of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government, 2004; Environmental Protection Agency, 2003) . In the absence of such guidance, the team was required to devise a methodology to carry out the process. The methodology adopted by the team reflected the requirements of the SEA Directive while drawing on UK experience of environmental appraisal of land use developmcnt plans. The Directive however provided the guiding framework for the carrying out of the exercise. The SEA Directive has adopted an EIA based model and the key steps in the process required under the Directive reflect this. The stages in the process are well establishedjn EIA. The key feature of SEA is that it is a process, and the steps outlined above provide an overall framework for the managcment of the process. The process and outcome of the SEA formed the basis of the repon which went on public display (Dublin Docklands Developmem Authority, 2003b). The approach taken in the carrying out of the SEA for the Master Plan Review in respeet of each of these steps is described below.
Screening
As a result of the request of the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government, it had already been determined that the Master Plan Review would undergo a SEA. Under the European Communities (Environmental Assessment of Certain Plans and Programmes) Regulations 2004, an environmental assessment will be required for any future review of the Master Plan.
Scoping
Scoping helps determine the direction and focus ofthc SEA. Scoping for the SEA exercise in respect of the Master Plan Review involved two stages as fo llows.
(a) A number of govcrnment departments, statutory agencies and othcr relevam organisations were consulted in order to determ ine their opinions on the issues which it was considered the SEA should cover. Dctails were also sought on any information hcld by the relevant organisation which would be relevant in the assessmcnt of such issues. Responses were received from 9 of thc 25 departments/agencies! organisations contactcd, with acknowledgements received from a funher two. With a small number of exceptions, the responses dealt with issucs which related more to the rcvicw of thc Mastcr Plan, rather than to the SEA cxercise. This may have becn a reflection on the limited knowledgc of SEA at thc time, a situation that will have since improved. It does indicate that for the scoping exercise 10 be meaningful, a more proactive approach by those carrying out a SEA may be required. The DOEHLG Guidance refers to this and suggests that thc authorities consulted should be providcd with information on the geographical area involved, the nature and lifespan of the plan, the likely scale, nature and location of development and the predicted significant enviro nmental impacts.
(b) The second part of the scoping process involved drawing upon the results of a public consultation exereise carried out as part of the Master Plan Review for the Authority. The outcome of the exercise formed an important input into the drawing up of the Sustainability Criteria which formed the basis of the SEA assessment process.
Proofing
The Master Plan Review was assessed for compatibility with relevant plans and guidance documents at national, regional and local level, with which it was found to be consistent. The DOEHLG in its guidance on SEA has drawn up a checklist of policy documents, strategies, directives, conventions etc. which will prove very useful for Irish SEA practitioners.
Baseline Study
The environmental assessment process in the SEA Directive is "baseline-led", with the basclinc study providing the basis for the identification and analysis of impacts and subsequent monitoring of the impacts of a plan or programme. In the carryi ng out of the SEA of the Master Plan Review, a decision had to taken as to the cnvironmental catcgories under which the baseline data would be collected. As the exercise involved a piloting of the SEA Directive, it was decided to collected basel ine data based on indicators described in the SEA Directive i.e. biodiversity, population, human health, fauna, Hora, soil, water, air, climate factors , material assets, cultural heritage includ ing architectural and archaeological heritage and landscape.
It was found necessary to combine some indicators in order to avoid unnecessary duplication. The characteristics of the existing environment were th us described under the fo llowing headings: One category outlined in the Directive, human health, was not dealt with separately but was considered to arise either directly or indirectly under a variety of categories. A decision was also taken that no new data collection would be undertaken in the compilation of the baseline data. Existing data sources in addition to data already gathered by the Authority was used. This is consistent with the approach suggested by the DOEHLG in its guidancc on SEA.
The Environmental Impact Statements carried out on behalf of the Authority for the Grand Canal Dock Area and Docklands North Lotts Area Planning Schemes formed important data sources. Data on South Dublin Bay was provided by Duchas and in a consultant 's report prepared by Natural Environment Consultants Ltd., for the Authority in relation to the Poolbeg Peninsula. EPA monitoring data was used in respect of air and water quality in the Area. An ESRI re port provided, in the absence of up· to· date Census figures, the most up-to· datc data on the socio-el;onomic characteristics of the population of the Area (ESRl , 2000) . The Authority had also been in thc process of preparing Area Action Plans for some parts of the Docklands Area which broadencd the Authority's knowledge of thc Area. In addition the Dublin City Development Plan had been updated in 1999 and provided important information particularly in respect of material assets and the cultural heritage. Deficiencies in data were also identified, particularly in rcspect of contaminated land, groundwater quality and noise levels.
Non-implementation of Masler Plan Review
As required by the SEA Directive, the SEA report also commcnts on thc likel y evolution of the area in the absence of the implementation of the Master Plan Review. It was found that were the Master Plan Review not implemented, the redevelopment of the Docklands Area would take place at a slower pace than that envisaged in the 1997 Master Plan and 2003 Review. The population of the Docklands Area would naturally decline over time, with the profile of the population (particularly in the traditional village communities) gradually becoming older. The decl ine in population and the older age profile would have impl ications in terms of the provision of infrastructure and services in thc Area. Existing contaminated sites would remain contaminatcd pending redevelopment. Thc current situation rcgarding the waterbodies, water supply and groundwater would remain largely unchanged. Existing trends regarding air quality and noise levels would be likcly to continue. The status quo would be likely to prevail in respect of Protected Structures, Conservation Areas and sitcs/artefacts of archaeological interest. The improvement of public access to the waterbodies, the redevelopment of the Campshircs, the provision of additional amenity/open spaces, including the redevelopment of areas adjoining the waterbodies, and river regeneration wou ld stall .
Consideration of Alternatives
One of thc main roles cnvisaged for the SEA of dcvelopment plans is the considcration of alternatives (Thcvivel, et. al. 1992, Thcrivel and Partidario, 1996) . The consideration of development alternatives for thc regeneration of the Dublin Docklands Area did not arise in the carrying out of the Master Plan Review and this was reflected in the SEA. The Docklands Master Plan 1997 was not a convenlionalland usc development plan. Instead it represemed a strategic, integrated framework fo r the redevelopment of the Docklands Area over a 15 year period from 1997. The plan had a broad degree of acceptance among the local communities in the Area and local business interests. Thus, in carrying the Master Plan Review, the consideration of development alternatives was not an option. The alternatives for Ihe regeneT'dtion of the Area had already becn assessed and detennined in 1997. The Master Plan 1997 featured some innovative policies and it is considered that the carrying out ora SEA exercise on the alternative development options for the Area would have been a valuable exercise at the time. To carry out that exercise 5 years into the life of a 15 year strategy would have been inappropriate.
Nevertheless, two alternative options were discussed in thc report on thc SEA:
The "do nothing" option, and
The option of not reviewing the 1997 Mastcr Plan
Under the "do nothing" option, the Arca would maintain its current physical and socio-economic characteristics. Dcvelopment would be market dependant and would occur at a slower pace and in a less co-ordinated manner. Investment by thc Authority would be absent. Adopting the "do. nothing" option would mean that parts of the Area would remain derelict and under-utilised with little physical, social or economic enhancement. This alternative was not conside red viable. It is noted that the DOEHLG in its guida nce docs not consider the "do nothing" scenario 10 be a realislic alternativc. The second alternative was not to review the Master Plan 1997. Whereas the broad thrust ofthc Master Plan 1997 was still val id, background circumstances had in some instances changcd. It was considered necessary to reflect these changing circumstances, some of which resulted in a shift in policy focus or emphasis. Thus the alternative of not reviewing the 1997 Master Plan was likcwise not considered viable.
Environmental Assessment of the Master Plan Review
The methodology used in the carrying out of the assessment of the environmental impacts of the Master Plan Review involved an assessment of the objectives and selected policies of the Master Plan Review. The SEA learn drew upon work being carried out in the UK on the environmental assessment of development plans, where such plans have been assessed against a set of criteria or indicators. The strategic objectives and selected policies of the Master Plan Review were assessed against a set of 20 Sustainabi lity Criteria. The Sustainabi lity Criteria, which have a strong environmental/sustainable foc us, arc listed in' Figure I . 
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The Sustainabil ity Criteria were devised taking into consideration the scoping exercise carried out as part of the SEA process, in particular the findings of the community consultation process carried out as part of the Master Plan Review. This is reflected in the inelusion of criteria with a socio-economic, rather than strietly environmental, focu s, reflecting the unique role and objectives of the Authority. The criteria were categori sed on the basis of the environmental categories covered in the baseline study. The results of the exercise were illustrated in a series of matrices, the filling in of whieh led to a refinement and refocusing of the objectives and policies oflhe Master Plan Review.
In the fil ling out oflhe matrices, the impact, if any, of a Strategic Objectives or of a selected policy of the Review, was recorded. The matrices recorded the following, depending on the nature of the matrix : no significant effect, bencficial effectll ikely beneficial effect, deterioration of environmental quality/conflict or uncertain effect
As part of the assessment the following were tested:
<I) The internal compatibility of the Strategic Objectives of the Master Plan Review were tested against each other. in order to ensure that no tensions existed between the objectives that could give rise to conflict. The assessment indicated no conflicting objectives. The tension evident in the Area arising from demand to redevelop existing low intensity, long established industrial land to residential use came through in the exercise (Figure 2 ).
(2) The Strategic Obj(""Ctives of the Master Plan Review were tested against the Sustainability Criteria, with which they were found to be largely compatible. The filling in of the matrices indicated that (a) Additional noise will inevitable be a short tenn consequence of the redevelopment of the Area.
(b) New developments the Area will impact in some small way to greenhouse gas emissions. This is more than counterbalanced by the fact that the Area being developed is a brownfield, fonner dockland area.
(c) The development of increased opportunities for local employment in existing enterprises may result in a conflict with some of the Sustainability Criteria (Figure 3 ). This is considered inevitable.
(3) Selected policies of the Master Plan Review were tested against the Sustainability Criteria. Not every policy was tested. The SEA team selected what were considered to be the key policies relevant to each section of the Review for assessment. The filling in of the matrices indicated (a) That with a Plan of thi s nature, which covers a centrally located, fonner dockland area with a wide variety of uses and amenity areas, tensions are thrown up by some of the proposed policies. In particular these tensions arise in relation to policies which seek to consolidatel expand existing industrial or port E. The development of sustainable neighbourhood s with sufficient 'critical mass' which will sUfaport services such as quality public transport, improved retail acUities and other new amenities.
F. The provision of a wide range of new housing in the Area in order to achieve a good SOCial mix. G. The integration of new residential communities with existing local communities In t he Area. H. The development of sustainable transportation for the Area, the promotion of public transport, walking and cycUng (as alternatives to the private car) and Improved circulation within the Area.
I. The improvement of the Infrastructure and amenities In the Area concurrently with or in advance of resident ial, commercial and Industria l development.
J. The development of t he amenity, tourism and employment potential of the water bodies in the Area. K . The identification and development of anchor activities and land~ark development s which would assist in the regeneration of the Area over t he period of the Master Plan. Part 4 .5 Commercia l Office s and IFSC 1 . Provide for the e)(pansion initially of high-quality office building zones from the e)(isting central business district and locate new office areas around major transport nodes.
2. Seek the provision of offices in the Area of different [ specifications in order to meet market de~~nd .
------Part 4 .6 Enterprise, I ndus try a nd Utilities 1. Encourage the consolidation and e)(panslon of e)(ist ing small, medium and large businesses where such businesses wish to remain within the Area and are appropriate to the Area.
2. Retain suitable areas for small Industry and workshop use whilst applying strong environmental management policies to alleviate any disamentiy to neighbouring residential uses.
3. Encourage the development of emerging new facilities which straddle the description of offices or Industry in the Docklands and; through Its land use strat egy; target appropriate lands for such development.
4. See~ the development of light Industry in place of heavy or general industry in appropriate locations, particularly dose to resid ential and commercial areas.
6 . Facilitate the consolidation of Dublin Port as a major economic and employment force affecting the Area.
7. Seek to ensure that aU future major projects for heavy Industry in the Poolbeg Peninsula are carefully assessed for environmental impacts, particularly as regards emissions and traffic. (b) The need to incorporate sustainable design into modem office developments, in order to reduce energy demand and also make a contribution to meeting ireland 's obligations to greenhouse gas emissions under the Kyoto Protocol, was also evident from the assessment. This is a wider issue, with markct forces playing a dominant role, but is one which the Authority may bear in mind in assessing proposals for development.
Each matrix was accompanied with explanatory text, outlining the key findings from the exercise. The importance of such text, in conjunction with a good non-technical summary is stressed, as matrices presented on their own can be difficult to comprehend and can lead to confusion, The use of matrices was considered by the team to be a very useful device at highlighting tensions in the Review and impacts (negative and positive) of objectives and policies. They are however an insufficient device in themselves to adequately describe the impacts of a plan, In hindsight. the SEA exercise would have benefited if it had becn taken a stage further and an anempt made to quantify the impacts identified by the assessment cxercise.
Mitigation Measures
The mitigation measures or key rccommendations arising from the SEA exercise comprise the inclusion in the Master Plan Review of one additional overarching Strategic Objective. making good policy omissions and the refinement, combining, refocusing or simply the shifting of policies from one section or another.
Public Display
The report prepared describing the SEA exercise and findings was put on public display con· currently with the Master Plan Review. The public display extended over a period of one month. No submissions were made in respect of the SEA Report.
Monilon'ng
As part of the monitoring process, the Authority will be able to prepare an annual monitoring report on the implementation of the Master Plan Review. As indicated in the Review, some indicators do not lend themselves to annual monitoring, These will be more appropriately dealt with on a five yearly basis. The Authority will also co-operate with the relevant agencies (the EPA, Dublin City Counci l) in monitoring the environmental impacts of the Master Plan. The Review incorporates two additional policies in respect of monitoring, The Authority is committed to the monitoring of the impacts of the plan in a more fonnal manner than has existcd hitherto.
Master Plan Review: Overall Findings
It became clear from the assessment of the strategic objectives and policies of the Master Plan Review that the Review has a strong sustainable thrust and foc us. Almost all objectives and policies were found to be either compatible or not in conflict with the Sustainability Criteria devised for the assessment exercise, No conflicting objectives or policies were evident. The mitigation measures arising from the exercise could only be described as minor in nature and essentially remove some duplication, clarify a number of policies and make good a few policy omi s~ions, The exercise confinued that the Master Plan Review is a robust, focussed and clearly thought-out document that continues to provide a positive strategic framework for the development of the Docklands Area.
SEA Process: Overall Findings
It should be acknowledged that the SEA team commcnccd thc SEA exercise with a degree of trepidation. There was little expericncc of SEA in the Irish context, there were no guidelines or recommended methodologies, and the cost and time factors were unknown. Having carried out the exercise, the members of the SEA team view the exercise as very worthwhile and consider the plan process to have benefited and the Master Plan Review to be a better document as a result. To benefit from SEA it is critical to commence the SEA exercise in tandcm with the review of the plan. In addition, the exercise needs to be iterative, with the SEA feeding dircctly into the plan as it is being drawn up and adopted. Of concern in the Irish context will be the already tight time factor involved for the review of development plans.
